This chapter seeks to explore issues raised by the major commentaries on Tibullus, Virgil and the Iliad that came from the pen of Christian Gottlob Heyne (1729-1812). For a long time Heyne was neglected within classical scholars' understanding of their own history, yet in his own age he was something of a European intellectual celebrity, and even at the end of the nineteenth century Friedrich Paulsen could identify him as 'indisputably the leader in the field of classical studies in Germany during the second half of the eighteenth century ' (1885: 441). Heyne's claim to significance stems from the power he exercised over classical education and appointments during his half-century long tenure of the chair of Eloquence and Poetry at the Georgia Augusta (the University of Göttingen) and directorship of its famous Philological Seminar; from his influence on literary and cultural figures such as Goethe, the brothers Schlegel and Wilhelm von Humboldt; and from his important work in the fields of ancient history, myth and ancient art. These areas of his scholarship have received attention from scholars in recent decades (see for example Leventhal 1986 Leventhal , 1994 Graf 1987; Vöhler 2002; Fornaro 2004; Clark 2006; Heidenreich 2006; Legaspi 2008 Legaspi , 2010 1 This is surprising, as Heyne's commentaries were a central part of his intellectual 1 An exception is his Pindar edition of 1798, discussion of which would merit an article of its own.
his career.
3 Perhaps the clearest statement of intent is contained in his Preface to an edition of Livy, first published in 1735 and reprinted a decade later in his Opuscula minora. Here, Gesner inveighed against the practice of the schools of his day, where, rather than opening students' eyes to the literary beauties and historical meanings of classical works, masters spun out tedious hours dissecting sentences, parsing individual words and phrases and directing their charges to copy them out over again. The result was a class of young men who hungered for the latest instalment of the adventures of a Telemachus, Crusoe or Gulliver but shrank from Homer, Virgil, Suetonius and Curtius, authors Gesner judged 'non minus iucundos' and in many cases more instructive than their modern counterparts (1745: 292-5).
In place of this deadening mode of instruction, which he termed 'lectio stataria', Gesner recommended 'lectio cursoria', a method which he claimed to have tried out to good effect in the Thomasschule. Its aim was to enable students to read canonical authors in their entirety and to awaken them to their works' distinctive beauties (Legaspi 2010 : 64-6, Atherton 2006 . Rather than being detained by discussion of hard grammatical problems and obscure vocabulary, Gesner's class deferred such questions to later discussion, focusing instead on fluent reading of the work as a whole:
Legitur autem ita, vt diligenter quidem attendatur ad vocum tum simplicium significatus, tum coniunctaturum, vt non negligatur, si quid eleganter, si quid proprie, si quid concinne, si quid splendide dictum videatur; vt ipsae figurae quoque orationis demittantur ad animum, et familiares tractatione et cogitatione reddantur. (Gesner 1745: 299-300) Cursory reading allowed room for historical as well as literary interpretation, as is revealed by Gesner's list of questions and topics to be addressed by the commentator. 4 The result, so he enthused, would be a form of classical learning which would not only be useful, in that it would augment the mind by good counsel and equip it for the conduct of both public and private business, but which would also increase the reader's 'voluptas' by awakening him to the literary and aesthetic merits of ancient authors.
Gesner's edition of Claudian, which has sometimes been identified as the model for
Heyne's Virgil, provides a good example of the kind of commentary generated by such an approach. 5 Although Gesner declared that part of his purpose was the provision of a thoroughly revised text, he saw its main value as lying in the 'adnotatione perpetua . . . quo intelligi, & ad vitae aliquem usum transferri etiam a mediocriter doctis vel occupatis, sine multo labore aut discursu ad alios libros, possint ' (1759: x-xi In place of these, Gesner points out the contradiction between the seven zones or regions of the world mentioned here and the five Proserpina embroiders on her tapestry (Rapt. Pros.
I.258) and launches into a longer discussion, citing various Greek sources, of the relation of this to Orphic belief (Gesner 1759: 384 If such attitudes show Heyne's enduring loyalty to his teachers, his efforts at editing and commenting on the ancients were to move beyond them. This is apparent from the first major commentary that came from Heyne's pen, which was completed before he became a university professor. Heyne's Tibullus was first published in Leipzig in 1755 and was to go through three subsequent editions over the following half-century, culminating in the posthumous revision completed by Wunderlich and Dissen (1817). Heidenreich (2006: 64) reports that the edition was undertaken at the request of a bookseller; in the Preface, however, Heyne confesses to a strong personal fondness for the poet, to whom he had been accustomed It is Heyne's textual discussion that has earned his Tibullus the greatest praise from scholars. Early reviewers congratulated him for having undertaken the most thorough investigation of the textual tradition to date; in the twentieth century, Sebastiano Timpanaro singled Heyne out for his appreciation (relatively rare in the eighteenth century) of the need to study manuscripts genealogically, as well as his sharp awareness of the phenomenon of contamination (Anon. 1755: 411; Timpanaro 2005: 74 ). Yet Heyne refused to allow these important critical discussions to impede the clarity of his text and commentary: major philological discussions were divided between the prefatory essay and some 265 pages of 'observationes', at the back of the volume, while pedagogical-expository 'notae' were placed beneath the text in a running commentary aimed at guiding the less expert reader on grammatical points, explaining historical and mythological allusions, and adducing parallels drawn primarily from Propertius, Catullus and Ovid. By such an arrangement, Heyne sought to please both scholars interested in critical matters and those younger readers who required only concise explications of difficult phrases and guidance as to the poet's peculiar
venustates. His services to Tibullus were recognised by the reviewers: it was very likely
Gesner himself who commended the book as having 'all the characteristics of a perfect edition' and praised Heyne for being the first to provide 'the conveniences . . . that more than one category of reader might wish for' (Anon. 1755: 411, 409 Dactyliotheca, a modish publication with which Heyne himself had been involved. While it was somewhat unusual to find this kind of note in a commentary upon a Latin author, their content is familiar from the world of early modern erudition.
A further, and significant, concession to the demands of traditional scholarship is seen in Heyne's decision to include a comprehensive survey of variae lectiones. These result in a work that looks rather more crammed on the page than the Tibullus, as the exegetical notes foregrounded in that work are relegated to third place, beneath an apparatus which records disagreements with and, fairly frequently, enters into critical refutation of earlier editors.
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Yet Heyne insists that even these are included for sound pedagogical reasons: since it is
Virgil above all who is used to teach the elements of criticism, it will be useful for trainee critics to have before them a record of all the errors of scribes and learned men. This emphasis on educational ends is reminiscent of the Tibullus, and the continuities become even more apparent with Heyne's announcement of the second emphasis his commentary will pursue:
Cum Virgilius is sit, in quo legendo magna iuuenilium studiorum pars consumi soleat, eo quidem consilio, dummodo multi id sibi propositum haberent, ut ad adolescentum ingenia polienda, ad sensum et gustum pulchritudinis acuendum, ad iudicium de omnibus iis, quae ab arte et ingenio This is the addition of a series of excursuses (more than one hundred in total), varying from one paragraph to more than twenty pages in length, and appended to each of the books.
Although sometimes keyed to particular lines of the text, these excursuses allowed for more expansive discussion of points addressed only briefly in the notes, and cross-references from figures across Europe, whose reactions have been discussed by Atherton (2006: 74-88) and Haynes (2010: 425-6) , and among whom Heyne became something of an academic celebrity.
To pick one example from many, here is Thomas Carlyle writing about Heyne some fifteen years subsequent to his death:
By the general consent of the learned in all countries, he seems to be acknowledged as the first among recent scholars; his immense reading, his 22 Haase (2002: 176-80) Heyne's Iliad (1802) Carlyle's claim that Heyne's works were universally acclaimed may only be maintained, however, by overlooking the reception of the last and most ambitious of his commentaries on classical authors. It was in 1802 that Heyne's Iliad, the projected first part of his complete edition of the Homeric poems, was finally published in Leipzig and London. As the septuagenarian author explained (1802 I: x) , it had been in preparation for some twenty years.
Its gestation was arguably longer than this, however, for Heyne had been teaching the Iliad Many of the other commentaries that issued from his pen in the 1780s and 1790s (Proclus, pseudo-Apollodorus-perhaps even the second Pindar) may be seen as explorations of ancient Greek mythology preparatory to his Homeric endeavours.
The Iliad, which was dedicated to the 'genius' of the Georgia Augusta, represented the culmination of Heyne's academic career. Although it had certain similarities in format and approach with the Virgil, it was still more ambitious in scope. Heyne aimed at nothing less than to unite in one edition all the ancient materials to which a learned reader might have recourse in order to interpret the poem: not merely variant readings, but also the glosses of scholiasts and other ancient commentators. (Heyne 1802 I: viii) . A jewel in the crown of Heyne's edition was his restoration (in an apparatus rather than in the text) of the Homeric digamma, carried out with the aid of Richard Bentley's own study copy, which had been loaned to him by as Trinity College, Cambridge. Beyond this, he also proposed to include critical discussions of the most significant recent scholarship on Homer, summarising and adjudicating current debates over Homeric diction, the poems' transmission history and, most vexed of all, the question of their original authorship and unity.
To collect all this material required exploiting the international correspondence networks built up over the course of his long tenure at Göttingen, as well as delegating tasks of collation and analysis to former students, seminarists, and other collaborators (Heyne 1802 I:
x-xxii). To accommodate it, Heyne again adopted the mixed format of lemmatized commentary ('brevis annotatio') and longer 'observationes'. While the first edition of This is to some extent true, but it is the Homeric poems which present the reader with the most seductive, deeply imagined and apparently coherent heroic 'world'. 30 The eight volumes of Heyne's Iliad were his attempt to do justice to this sense of Homeric epic not only (or perhaps even primarily) as a literary work, but as the expression and trace of a past historical culture.
Numerous challenges attended this effort-and perhaps even doomed it from the outset.
As Heyne himself recognised, the range of relevant material far exceeded what could be collected and surveyed by one man. 31 He nevertheless attempted to unite in one edition all that might be relevant to the historical and literary appreciation of the Iliad, as well as to take stock of the extraordinary efflorescence of Homeric studies, stimulated from many different directions (biblical studies, travel literature, archaeology), among the scholars and intellectuals of his day.
Today we are accustomed to encounter such 'state of the field' discussions in review articles rather than commentaries on literary texts, and Heyne might have been better off reserving such material for a discourse before the Academy of Sciences or essays in the Göttingische Anzeigen. Yet if his aspiration to account for contemporary scholarship doomed this commentary to appear almost instantly as a failed attempt to keep up with a moving 30 Haynes acknowledges that Heyne's contemporaries saw the Virgil's aesthetic discourse, rather than its antiquarian and historical content, as his main innovation. See Heidenreich (2006, 144-5) Aeneid, a mixed format of 'brevis annotatio' and excursuses provided a means of overcoming to some extent the restrictions of lemmatic commentary and bringing attention to the construction and context of the poem as a whole, without unduly disturbing the reading experience or sacrificing altogether the commentator's traditional close focus on individual lines and passages. When it came to treating a text not so much as a literary masterwork, but rather as a window onto a long-past culture, the same approach generated diffuseness and prolixity rather than clarity, confusion rather than a self-reinforcing structure. Was the issue simply Heyne's lack of time and attention and his inadequate mastery of the technical skills of the philologist, as his reviewers would have us believe? Or was there something more fundamentally incongruous about the endeavour to adapt the format of the commentary-that most traditional and text-focused of scholarly formats-from illuminating a text to providing a complete and coherent picture of a lost culture and a tradition? It is, as Volkmann (1874: 117) suggests, unfair to expect a commentator to display monographic mastery and thoroughness on every linguistic, literary and historical-contextual topic relevant to his text.
But it is perhaps no accident that it was the extended essay and the monograph, rather than the commentary, which developed into the more usual formats for the kind of systematic exposition towards which Heyne was striving. Most 1998, esp. 358-66. 
